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“Dear Mr Chairman

L4

In response to your request of May 18, 1971, this 1s our report on
the adequacy of selected environmental impact statements prepared
under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

Our principal observations are summarized in the digest De-
cause of your desire to expedite the 1ssuance of this report, we did not
obtain advance review and comments from the departments included in
the review The matters presented in this report, however, were dis~
cussed with agency officials at the regional and Washington levels

Two of the projects included in our review--the Corps of Engi-
neers' proposed Bonneville Second Powerhouse on the Columbia River
and the Forest Service's proposed Elk Mountain Road in the Santa Fe
National Forest--are currently involved in litigation aga:nst the Gov-
ernment concerming their environmental impacts

The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation and
members of the Yakima Indian Tribe filed suit in the District Court of
the United States for Oregon against representatives of the Corps of
Engineers and the Bonneville Power Administration because they be-
lieved the construction of the proposed Bonneville Powerhouse violated
treaties The legality of granting funds for the proposed Elk Mountain
Road prior to preparing an environmental impact statement was con-
tested by a group of citizens because they believed that the road would
destroy the wilderness character of the area and the adjacent Pecos
Wilderness Some of the details concerning the litigation are discussed
in chapter 2 We wish to point out that, although our findings are not
1o be construed as comments on the legal adequacy of the statements
involved, public disclosure of this report, as 1t relates to these proj-
ects, possibly could prejudice the Government's cases

We believe that the contents of this report would be of interest
to executive departments and agencies of the Government However,
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release of this report will be made only after your agreement has been
obtained or public announcement has been made by you concérning the

contents of the report,

-

- ¥ Sincerely yours,

i 2,

Comptroller General
of the United States

The Honorable John D, Dingell
Chairman, Subcommattee on Fisheries
and Wildlife Conservation
Commattee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries
-  House of Representatives
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COLPTROLLY ™ CENERAL'S FIPOCT TO
THE SUPCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES
AND WILDLITEF CONSLERVATICHN
COMMITTLE ON MERCHANT MARINE
AND FISHERIES

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

DIGEST

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE

The Chairman, Subcommittee on
Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation,
House Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries, requested the Gen-
eral Accounting Office (GAO) to
evaluate the 1mplementation of sec-
tion 102 of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969 and the
adequacy of selected environmental
impact statements prepared under
the section 102 requirement

A GAO report 1ssued May 18, 1972,
dealt with improvements needed 1n
Federal agency procedures for im-
plementing the act. This report
deals with the adequacy of selected
environmental impact statements
Because of the desire of the Chair-
man to expedite the processing of
this report, GAO did not obtain ad-
vance review and comments from the
departments included 1n the review.

Background

Section 102 requires Federal agen-
cies proposing legislation or
simiarly important actions that
will sigmificantly affect the qual-
ity of man's environment to include
with the proposals detailed state-
ments on-*

--The environmental mpacts of the
proposed actions

--Any adverse environmental effects

1= 2BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE"

ADEQUACY OF SELECTED ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENTS PREPARED UNDER
THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY
ACT OF 1969 B-170186

which cannot be avoided should
the prooosals be implerented

--Alternatives to the proposed ac-
tions

--The relationship between local
short-term uses of man's environ-
ment and the maintenance and en-
hancement of Teng-term produc-
tivity

~--Any 1rreversible and irretrievable
commitments of resources 1nvolved
1in the proposed actions should
they be 1mplemented

These points are usually considered
and discussed 1n environmental m-
pact statements.

Section 102 of the act also requires
Federal agencies to obtain comments
of other Federal agencies with ju-
risdiction or special knowledge of
possible impacts on the environment.
The objective of this requirement 1s
to i1nduce agencies to consider care-
fully the environmental impacts of
proposed actions Copies of the
statements with comments by Federal,
State, and local agencies must be
made available to the President, the
Counci1 on Environmental Quality,
and the public.

GAQ selected the following environ-
mental impact statements for review

--The So11 Conservation Service's

NOv. 27, 1972



statement for the proposed East
Fork of the Whitewater River
Watlershed Project, Indiana and
Oho

--The Corps of Engineers' statement
for the proposed Bonneville Sec-
ond Powerhouse on the Columbia
River, Oregon and Washington

--The Bureau of Reclamation's state-
mént for the proposed Archer-Weld
Transmission Line and Weld Sub-
station, Colorado River Storage
Project, Colorado

--The Federal Highway Admimistra-
tion's statement for the proposed
Hami1ton-Clermont Timited-access
highway 1n Ohio

--The Forest Service's statement for
the proposed E1k Mountain Road 1n
the Santa Fe National Forest, New
Mexico

-~The Department of Housing and
Urban Development's statement for
the proposed new community of
Riverton 1n Monroe County, New
York

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

GAQ's review of the statements 1in-
dicated that the Federal agencies
were defimitely concerned about the
environmental impacts of their pro-
posed projects. However, the use-
fulness of the statements reviewed
by GAO in planning and making de-
cisions was impaired by the follow-
g common problems

--Inadequate discussion of, and sup-
port for, the i1dentified environ-
menial impacts

--Inadequate treatment of reviewing
agencies' comments on environ-
mental impacts

-~-Inadequate consideration of alter-
natives and their environmental
mmpacts

In addition, GAQ noted the following
shortcomings in 1ndividual state-
ments

East Fork of the Whitewater River
Watershed Progect

The statement did not discuss the
(1) 1mpact on water quality result-
1ng from the proposed project or

(2? relocation of businesses and
private dwellings resulting from ac-
quisition of Tands for the project

The statement was neither prepared
in time to be available to the vari-
ous agencies during their field re-
views of the project work plan, con-
trary to agency guidelines, nor made
available for public comment. (See
pp. 8 to 16 )

Hami lton-Clermont highway

The statement (1) was not made
available to two Federal agencies
for comment although certain 1den-
tified enviromental 1mpacts were
within their areas of expertise,
(2) did not include the mpact that
salt, oil, and gasoline on the high-
way would have on the Little Miam
River, and (3) did not deal with
certain public comments. ({See pp.
25 to 31.)

The new community of Riverton

The statement did not (1) discuss
the wmpact the proposed community
would have on the existing community
of Scottsville, New York, (2) dis-
cuss the alternative of constructing
the new community at a different lo-
cation, and (3) adequately assess
adverse environmental effects the
proposed community might have or
measures that might minimze those

BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE
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effects HUD decided to offer a
financial guarantee commitment to
the community developer before the
statement was completed (See

pp 36 to 43.)

Tear Sheet



CHAPTER 1 4 ~7 DOCUMENT AVAILABLE

INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE

The Chairman of the Subcommittee on Fisheries and
Wi1ldlife Comservation, House Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries, in a letter dated May 18, 1971 (see app. 1),
requested that the General Accounting Office evaluate the
ifiplementation of section 102 of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C, 4321 et seq. ) to determine
whether such implementation was uniformly and systematically
in accordance with applicable legislation. In a report to
the Chairman entitled ""Improvements Needed in Federal Efforts
to Implement the National Envirommeuntal Policy Act of 1269"
(B-170186, May 18, 1972), we commented on selected Federal
agencies' procedures for preparing envirommental impact
statements on legislative proposals and other major Federal
actions significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment.

The Chairman also asked us to evaluate the adequacy
of selected environmental impact statements prepared by the
agencies., This report deals with that request.

Section 102 of the act requires Federal agencies prepar-
ing the statements to consider

~-the envirommental impacts of the proposed actious,

--any adverse environmental effects which cannot be
avoided should the proposals be implemented,

—-alternatives to the proposed actions,

-~the relationship between local short-term uses of
man's enviromment and the maintenance and enhance-
ment of long-term productivity, aund

--any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of
resources involved in the proposed actions should

they be implemented.

Before preparing statements on proposals, Federal agen-
cies are required to consult with, and obtain the comments

*  BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE
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of, any other Fecderal agency having jurisdiction, by law or
special expertise, with respect to any environmental impact
involved  Copies of the statements and the comments and
views of the approrriate Federal, State, and local agencies
authorized to develop and enforce envirommental standards
are to be made available to the President, the Council on
Environmental Quality, and the public and are to accompany
.the proposals through existing agency review processes,

The objective of this requirement is to build into the agen-
ciest decrsionmaking process an appropriate and careful con-
sideration of the environmental impacts of proposed actiomns.

We selected the Federal agencies and statements for
review through consultation with the Subcommittee staff.
For each of six agencies we selected one statement which
had been processed at least to the point of receipt and
disposition of agency and public comments on the draft and
which appeared to be of significant importance. The state-
ments selected for review were.

-~The Soil Conservation Service's (SCS's) statement for
the proposed East Fork of the Whitewater River Water-
shed Project, Indiana and Ohio.

~~The Corps of Engineers' statement for the proposed
Bonneville Second Powerhouse on the Columbia River,
Oregon and Washington.

~~-The Bureau of Reclamation's statement for the proposed
Archer-Weld Transmission Line and Weld Substation,
Colorado River Storage Project, Colorado.

--The Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA's) state-
ment for the proposed Hamilton-Clermont limited-
access highway, Ohio,

~--The Forest Service's statement for the proposed Elk
Mountain Road in the Santa Fe National Forest, New
Mex1ico.

-~The Department of Housing and Urban Development's

(HUD's) statement for the proposed new community of
Riverton in Monroe County, New York.

G



We examined the content of each selected statement and
the supporting records and documents; reviewed comments
received on the statements from Federal, State, and local
agencies and the public; and interviewed officials of the
selected Federal agencies and of the commenting agencies.



CHAPTER 2

EVALUATION OF THE ADEQUACY OF

SELECTED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS

Our review indicated that the agencies were definitely
concerned about the environmental impacts of their proposed
projécts, Our review indicated also that the usefulness of
each of the statements to agencies in their planning and
decistonelkang had been impaired by the following common
problems,

--Inadequate discussion of, and support for, identified
environmental impacts.

~--Inadequate treatment of reviewing agencies' comments
on environmental impacts,

~-Inadequate consideration of alternatives and their
environmental impacts,

These and other inadequacies in individual impact state-
ments are discussed in the following sections of this report.

EAST FORK OF THE WHITEWATER RIVER
WATERSHED PROJECT,
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE

The East Fork of the Whitewater River Watershed Project,
authorized for planning in 1968, includes (1) 47 small lakes
to help control sedimentation, (2) three multiple-purpose
reservoirs for flood prevention and public recreation,

(3) two multiple-purpose reservoirs for flood prevention
and municipal and industrial water supply, (4) one single-
purpose floodwater-retarding reservoir, (5) approximately
20 miles of multiple-purpose channel improvement, and

(6) about 10 miles of stream environmental corridor develop-
ment (between Richmond, Indiana, and the Corps of Engineers!
Brookville Reservoir™ in Indiana) for public recreation and

1
The Brookville Rescvolr is a multiple-purpose project which will pro-
vide flood control, water supply, and recreation The project, esti-

mated to cost about $40 million, 1s scheduled for completion in March
1974

BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE
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wildlife sanctuaries  The primary objectives of the project
are to provide (1) outdoor recreation, {2) additional water
supply for Richmond, and (3) reduction of sedimentation and
floodwater dem2ges in the watershed,

SC5 financed the planning for the project and, after
the Congress anproves and authorizes it, plans to finance
,approximately 30 percent of the estimated project cost of
$10.5 millzon.

On October 20. 1971, SCS submitted a draft statement
to the Council on Znvironmental Quality, other Federal agen-
cies, the Goverrors of Indiana and Ohio, and the State clear-
inghouses for review and comment. The final statement was
prepared by the SC5 State office in Indiana and filed with
the Council on July 25, 1972

SCS's final statement for the proposed East Fork Proj-
ect did not adequately discuss (1) the impact of the project
operation on water quality--stream flow, temperature, pollu-
tion, and sedimentation, (2) project alternatives and their
environmental impacts, and (3) the relocation of businesses
and private dwellings resulting from the acquisition of
lands for the project. SCS did not prepare a draft statement
for the project in time to accompany the project draft work
plan sent to the various Federal, State, and local agencies
for informal field review. SCS did not make the draft state-
ment available to the public for comment.

Impacts on water quality

Stream flow and water temperature

The proposed watershed project is located upstream from
the Corps of Engineers' Brookville Reservoir and includes
47 small lakes ranging from 8 to 20 acres and six reservoirs
ranging from 32 to 474 acres. The plans provide for locat-
ing four of the six reservoirs on tributaries having peren-
nial flow and, under normal conditions, for controlling
approximately 25 percent of the water entering the Brookville
Reservoir, The plans provide also for the six reservoirs
to have a constant-level water pool and for water to be re-
leased only if that level is exceeded. Construction of the
reservoirs will raise the temperature of the water because

BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE
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a larger water sur{ace area will be exposza to direct sun-
light than 1s eaposed under existing stream conditions,

In commenting on the draft statemert, the Ohio Depart-
ment of Natural Resources stated that, due to the fishery
resources 1in the area, water temperature and stream flow
should be maintained or improved, SCS's vesponse to this
.comment was limited to a discussion of the effects on fish
in 2.3 miles of the East Fork in Ohio. SCS concluded that,
since existirg shade would not be disturbed in this section,
water tewperature wo.ld not be affected  5C5 did not men-
tion in the final statement the eifects orn stream flow or
water temperature at the proposed reservoir sites,

SCS officials in Indiana advised us that water quality
is not a prozect purpose and that, under normal conditions,
the plans for operating the reservoirs do not provide for
controlled releases of water to regulate stream flow or to
maintaln water temperature,

The officials advised us also that during a drought,
when water flow into the reservoirs is less than the evapora-
tion loss, the water level may fall below the constant-
level water pool and that, when the reservoirs are being
filled, they do not plan to release water to maintain stream
flow comparable to that currently existing.

SCS should have disclosed in the draft statement that
no plans had been made for releasing water to maintain
stream flow or water temperature at the reservoirs. This
would have enabled the public and the various Federal, State,
and local agencies having jurisdiction or special expertise
to consider the effects of the lack of such plans on water
quality. We believe that reducing or eliminating stream
flow, particularly during a drought, possibly could have
adverse effects on fish and wildlife resources, on property
owners who rely on stream flow for agricultural purposes,
and on the Brookville Reservoir's ability to supply water,

Water pollution

The statement lists as favorable envirommental effects
to be provided by the project (1) recreational opportunities
for an estimated 238,700 visitor-days annually and

1o REST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE
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(2) municipal and industrial water supply to meet the year
2020's projccted raeds for Richmond, allowing for continued
residential and industrial growth

In commenting on the section of the draft statement on
recreational and vater supply functions, the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) suggested that the following adverse
enyirommental effects be i1dentified in the final statement

1. Water and other pollution will increase in the proj-
ect areas--not only temporarily during construction
but also afrer the project is completed--due to in
creased human activity evolving around recreation
and other activities,

2. The water supply aspects of the project will increase
municipal end industrial activities in and below
Richmond, which could increase water quality prob-
lems.

In response to the first comment, SCS revised the sec-
tion of the statement entitled "adverse environmental effects
which cannot be avoided" to state that air and water quality
would be affected during and after construction of the proj-
ect, SCS officials advised us that they had based this re-
vision on their professional judgment, had not made studies,
and had not consulted with other agencies to determine the
extent of these environmental effects.

SCS made no change in the statement concerning the ef-
fect that increased water supply for municipal and indus-
trial activities would have on water quality. Although the
final statement does say that additional stream flow at
Richmond is currently needed for sewage dilution, it does
not state the amount of water that is needed or whether 1t
will be available after the project 1is completed. The Ohio
River Basin Comprehensive Survey, which was used to project
water supply needs for the project, indicated that about 45
cubic feet per second are currently needed for sewage dilu-
tion below Richmond but that only 2 cubic feet per second
of dependable flow are available.

In commenting on this aspect of the project, the Indi-
ana Board of Health, which 1s responsible for maintaining

" BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE
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per second) are rceded for sewage dilution at certain times
to maintain water quality. They stated that, although they
had not received the additional information requested, they
question whether the completed project could provide the
water needed annmially for sewage dilution. The officials
stated also that, when the Richmond Sanitary District pro-
vides advanced waste treatment, the water neeaed for sewage
dilution would be somewhat less than is currently needed
but that by 1990 as much or more would be needed.

SCS should have studied and more fully discussed in
the final statement the possible increase in water pollu-
tion resulting from recreational activities. SCS should
have determined and discussed in the statement whether the
water would be available for sewage dilution after comple-~
tion of the project and whether the proposed allocation of
water for municipal and industrial purposes would further
aggravate the water pollution problems in the East Fork at
Richmond.

Sedimentation

Sedimentation results from soil erosion and adversely
affects reservoirs by reducing storage capacity, increasing
the cost of water purification, and reducing the overall
attractiveness of the body of water for recreational pur-
poses. A primary objective of the East Fork Project is
to reduce sedimentation from other projects in the watershed
area by trapping the sedimentation in small lakes and res-
ervoirs. Another objective 1s to provide recreation and
fish and wildlife use opportunities.

In commenting on the draft statement, the Ohio Depart-
ment of Natural Resources stated that*

" aEST DOCUMENT AV ALABLE












































































































